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Arguments to be Considered by Pre -Appeal Brief Conference Panel 

A. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) 

Claims 26-28 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Silverbrook (US-A-6,383,833). The Examiner, in formulating the present rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e), alleges that Silverbrook anticipates the presently claimed invention. More 
specifically, the Examiner alleges that Silverbrook teaches: mounting, upon a backside of the 
MEMS wafer, a layer of dicing tape (allegedly 38 of Figure 5 of Silverbrook ), mounting, upon 
the front side of the MEMS wafer, prior to dicing, a wafer cap to produce a laminated MEMS 
wafer, dicing the MEMS wafer into a plurality of dies, and mounting, upon the dicing tape, a 
layer of transfer tape (allegedly 40 of Figures 7 & 8 of Silverbrook) . The Examiner further 
alleges, 'Silverbrook, fig. 8 and text on [sic] col. 3, lines 12-15 discloses a transfer tap [sic] 40 is 
mounted and secured upon the dicing tape 38." The Applicants respectfully traverse these 
allegations and the conclusion by the Examiner. 

Independent claim 26 sets forth that, upon the dicing tape, a transfer tape is mounted. On 
the other hand, contrary to the Examiner's allegations, Silverbrook teaches, at column 3, lines 
12-15, "Depending on the equipment used, a handling means in the form of a glass, quartz, 
alumina or other transparent handle wafer 40 is secured to an opposite surface of the tape 38." 
[Emphasis added.] In other words, Silverbrook clearly teaches that a wafer 40 is mounted to the 
tape layer 38, not a transfer tape. 

To reinforce the teaching that reference 40 of Figures 6-8, is a wafer, not a transfer tape, 
Silverbrook teaches, at column 3, lines 16-18, "The wafer 40, the tape 38, the silicon wafer 14 
and the nozzle guard layer 10 define a laminate 42. The laminate 42 is then turned over, as 
shown in FIG. 7 of the drawings." 

With respect to any teachings concerning a tape, Silverbrook teaches, at column 3, lines 
6-11, "A holding means in the form of an adhesive tape 38 is bonded to the surface 22 of the 
layer 14 as illustrated in FIG. 5 of the drawings. The tape 38 is bonded to the layer 14 by means 
of a curable adhesive. The adhesive is curable in the sense that it loses its adhesive properties or 
'tackiness' when exposed to ultraviolet (UV) light." In other words, Silverbrook clearly teaches 
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the tape 38 includes a curable adhesive so as to allow disengagement from the object to which it 
adheres when exposed to ultraviolet (UV) light. 

Notwithstanding these clear teachings of Silverbrook , the Examiner proposes the 
unsupportable allegation that column 3, lines 12-15, of Silverbrook discloses a transfer tape 40 
mounted to a dicing tape 38. The only mention of the word tape in column 3, lines 12-15, of 
Silverbrook is in connection with reference 38. As clearly noted above, reference 40 of column 
3, lines 12-15, and Figures 6-8 is a wafer, not a transfer tape. 

The only mention of reference 40 being a tape is at column 3, line 35, of Silverbrook 
where Silverbrook clearly incorrectly identifies the dicing tape 38 as tape 40. More specifically, 
Silverbrook teaches, at column 3, lines 30-39: 

The laminate 42 is placed on an xy wafer stage (not shown) which is 
reciprocated, as illustrated by arrow 52 in FIG. 8 of the drawings. Each MEMS 
chip 20, when it is desired to remove it, is exposed to UV light as indicated by 
arrows 54 through a mask 56. This cures the adhesive of the tape 40 locally in a 
region beneath one particular MEMS chip 20 at a time to enable that MEMS chip 
20 to be removed from the tape 38. The MEMS chip 20 is removed from the tape 
38 by means of a transporting means including a vacuum pickup 58. 

As noted above, Silverbrook teaches that dicing tape 38 includes a UV light curable 
adhesive so as to enable disengagement of the MEMS chip 20 from the dicing tape 38. 

Moreover, the Examiner's incorrect reading of column 3, lines 30-39, of Silverbrook is 
contrary to the knowledge of the skilled artisan. More specifically, one skilled in the art would 
readily realize that one would not cure the "adhesive of tape 40" (as is apparently being alleged 
by the Examiner as being the correct reading of column 3, lines 30-39, of Silverbrook) so as to 
remove the MEMS chip 20 from the dicing tape 38. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
clearly recognize that the adhesive of the dicing tape 38 must be cured by UV light so as to 
remove the MEMS chip 20 from the dicing tape 38. In other words, the desired and taught 
disengagement interface is between the dicing tape 38 and the MEMS chip 20, thereby requiring 
the curing of the adhesive of the dicing tape 38 - not the curing of the "adhesive of tape 40" as 
misinterpreted by the Examiner. 

Therefore, contrary to the Examiner's conclusion, Silverbrook fails to teach or suggest 
mounting, upon the dicing tape, a transfer tape is mounted, as set forth in independent claim 26. 
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With respect to dependent claims 27 and 28, the Applicants, for the sake of brevity, will 
not address the reasons supporting patentability for this individual dependent claim, as these 
claims depend directly from the allowable independent claim 26 for the reasons set forth above. 
The Applicants reserve the right to address the patentability of these dependent claims at a later 
time, should it be necessary. 

Accordingly, in view of all the reasons set forth above, the Pre- Appeal Brief Conference 
Panel is respectfully requested to reconsider and instruct the Examiner to withdraw the present 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

B. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 29 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over 
Silverbrook (US-A-6,383,833) in view of Ohkawa et aL (US-A-5,360,873). This rejection under 
35 U.S.C. §103 is respectfully traversed. 

With respect to dependent claim 29, the Applicants, for the sake of brevity, will not 
address the reasons supporting patentability for this individual dependent claim, as this claim 
depends directly from the allowable independent claim 26 for the reasons set forth above. The 
Applicants reserve the right to address the patentability of this dependent claim at a later time, 
should it be necessary. 

Accordingly, in view of all the reasons set forth above, the Pre- Appeal Brief Conference 
Panel is respectfully requested to reconsider and instruct the Examiner to withdraw the present 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103. 
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CONCLUSION 

Accordingly, in view of all the reasons set forth above, the Pre- Appeal Brief Conference 
Panel is respectfully requested to reconsider and instruct the Examiner to withdraw the present 
rejections. 

Respectfully submitted, 




latthew E. Connors 
Registration No. 33,298 
Gauthier & Connors 
225 Franklin Street, Suite 2300 
Boston, Massachusetts 02 1 1 0 
Telephone: (617)426-9180 
Extension 112 
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